Trends. The Cognitive Politics of Threat Assessment by Editor, IBPP
International Bulletin of Political 
Psychology 
Volume 15 Issue 11 Article 6 
11-21-2003 
Trends. The Cognitive Politics of Threat Assessment 
IBPP Editor 
bloomr@erau.edu 
Follow this and additional works at: https://commons.erau.edu/ibpp 
 Part of the Defense and Security Studies Commons, International Relations Commons, Other Political 
Science Commons, Other Psychology Commons, Peace and Conflict Studies Commons, and the 
Terrorism Studies Commons 
Recommended Citation 
Editor, IBPP (2003) "Trends. The Cognitive Politics of Threat Assessment," International Bulletin of 
Political Psychology: Vol. 15 : Iss. 11 , Article 6. 
Available at: https://commons.erau.edu/ibpp/vol15/iss11/6 
This Trends is brought to you for free and open access by the Journals at Scholarly Commons. It has been 
accepted for inclusion in International Bulletin of Political Psychology by an authorized administrator of Scholarly 
Commons. For more information, please contact commons@erau.edu. 
International Bulletin of Political Psychology 
1 
 
Title: Trends. The Cognitive Politics of Threat Assessment 
Author: Editor  
Volume: 15 
Issue: 11 
Date: 2003-11-21 
Keywords: Intelligence Failure, Threat Assessment 
 
Abstract: This Trends article discusses the mission of the United States’ (US) independent commission 
investing the 9/11 attacks and the partial availability of data/evidence to that body as committee 
members attempted to carry out that mission.  
 
One method of evaluating the adequacy of threat assessment procedures is to analyze such procedures 
leading up to a seeming intelligence failure.  A case in point concerns the mission of the United States’ 
(US) independent commission investigating 9/11 chaired by former New Jersey Governor Thomas Kean.  
One might posit that all extant information relevant to the 9/11 attacks would be made available to the 
commission—even if the creation of such a commission was not initially supported by the US 
President—but both availability and rationales for partial availability have been problematic. 
 
For example, access to the President’s daily intelligence briefings leading up to 9/11 was publicly 
announced as being only in edited format and only being available to some representatives of the 
commission.  These representatives only would be able to read and take notes on the briefings, while 
the White House would have the authority to review and edit these notes on the pretext of protecting 
sensitive information and sources and methods of collecting it. 
 
Moreover, the rationale for the initial editing procedure seems to be incompatible with an essential 
feature of threat assessment’s accepted practice.  This rationale seems to be based on the proposition 
that only intelligence items that explicitly mention al Qaeda would be relevant—e.g., all items just about 
South Africa or China would not be relevant.  Yet any competent intelligence analyst or risk assessor 
would assert that other information not explicitly mentioning al Qaeda might still be relevant to 
generating context and even support and operational data relevant to the 9/11 attacks. 
 
One might question the independence of a committee associated with such procedures and rationales.  
One might question the appropriateness of an entity potentially implicated in an intelligence failure 
being authorized to filter access and edit material dealing with that failure as others having a public trust 
attempt to get to the bottom of things.  One might also question the sophisticated elegance of 
quantitative and qualitative threat assessment procedures as depicted in textbooks in isolation from 
basic cognitive politics that subvert threat assessment intent and purpose.  (See Jervis, R.  (2002). 
Signaling and perception: Drawing inferences and projecting images. 
In K.R. Monroe. (Ed.). Political psychology. (pp. 293-312). Lawrence Erlbaum Associates; Lane, D. J., 
Gibbons, F. X., Gerrard, M., Blanton, H., & Buunk, B. P.  (2002). Comparison strategies in response to 
threat: When does social comparison make a difference? In S.P. Shohov, (Ed.). Advances in psychology 
research. Vol. 10. (pp. 71-97). Nova Science Publishers, Inc.; Mansell, W., Clark, D. M., & Ehlers, A.  
(2003). Internal versus external attention in social anxiety: An investigation using a novel paradigm. 
Behaviour Research & Therapy, 41, 555-572; Shenon, P.  (November 14, 2003).  Deal on 9/11 briefings 
lets White House edit papers.  The New York Times, http://www.nytimes.com.)  
 
Keywords: Intelligence Failure, Threat Assessment 
 
1
Editor: Trends. The Cognitive Politics of Threat Assessment
Published by Scholarly Commons, 2003
